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5. Results Pipeline 25 
 
Data Collection 
 
Several models were utilized to predict the burst pressure of pipeline 25. These models 
were: ASME B-31G, DNV RP-F101, ABS formulation (modified design), RAM Pipe #1 
(SMYS) and RAM Pipe #2 (SMTS). The models were run in four phases, each using 
base data collected from different sources. 
 

1. Before test – based on knowledge of pipeline D, t, age, general condition and 
speculation on materials, products (Spring POP report) 

2. After Rosen in-line data – interpreted results 
3. After Stress Engineering materials data – diameters, thickness, stress-strain, 

failed section pictures 
4. After Winmar field test reports – given failure pressure data, locations, test 

history 
 

Phase 1 
 
Phase one predictions produced a rather wide range of burst pressures. They are as 
follows. 

Method Pb-psi Bpb
B31G 5,000 1.35
DNV 7,000 0.97
ABS 3,800 1.79

RAMPipe #1 5,700 7.19
 

 
Phase 2 
 
Phase 2 attempted to predict not only the burst pressure but also the burst location. 
This was achieved by combining data collected from the Rosen smart pig and the fore 
mentioned models. The results area as follows: 
 

Method Pb-psi Bpb Distance in feet
B31G 5,000 1.39 Linear
DNV 7,800 0.9 900
ABS 4,800 1.84 1700

RAMPipe #1 7,800 1.02 1900
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Phase 3 
 
Phase 3 attempted to predict burst pressure based on data collected from the Rosen 
smart pig and the analysis from Stress Engineering. The results area as follows: 
 

Method Pb-psi Bpb
B31G 4,683-5,318 1.28-1.45
DNV 7,474-8,351 0.91-0.81
ABS 4,927-5,595 1.21-1.38

RAMPipe #1 6,965 (long) 6,951 (tran) 
6,794 (test) 0.98

 
Phase 4 
 
Phase 4 was the collection of Winmar field data from the actual burst test for 
comparison to the predictions made earlier. The results area as follows: 
 
 Location of burst section – 6793 feet from the “B” platform riser 
 Wall loss from in-line direct measurements – 22% 
 Length of corrosion feature at burst point in-line – 0.59in. 
 Actual burst pressure – 6794 psi 
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Conclusion 
 
A comparison of the predicted data to the actual data gives gives the following 
conclusions: 
  
 Phase 1 – The DNV model projected the closest burst pressure. 
 Phase 2 – The DNV and Ram Pipe #1 models both predicted the same burst 

pressure and the closest pressure. However the burst location predicted by the 
RAM Pipe #1 model was the closest. 

 Phase 3 – The burst pressures predicted by the RAM Pipe #1 proved extremely 
accurate and far out performed the other models used. 

 
The facts show that a sucessful burst test was conducted and the data was gathered 
and analyzed. Many conclusions can be made based on the models and field results. It 
is important to remember that this was one test on one line. In order to perform a true 
comparison many lines would need to be subjected to the same testing. A number of 
factors could have played a role in the failure of pipeline 25. Some of these being: 
material defects produced durring manufacturing, external corrosion features, structural 
defects incurred durring installation of the line, poor maintenance of the line after 
installation, and the list goes on.  For the age and service of pipeline 25 it performed 
well above MAOP and could be a prime candidate for re-entry to active service.  
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